The annual budget for the United States National Park Service was roughly $3 billion in 2016. This is distributed amongst 405 National Parks, 23 national scenic and historic trails, and 60 wild and scenic rivers. Entrance fees and concessions generate millions of dollars in income for the National Park Service; however, this metric fails to account for the total value of the National Parks. In failing to consider the value of the ecosystem services provided by the National Parks, we fail to quantify and appreciate the contributions our parks make to society. This oversight allows us to continue to underfund a valuable part of our natural capital and consequently damage our supporting environment, national heritage, monetary economy, and many of our diverse cultures. We explore a simple benefits transfer valuation of the United States' national parks using National Land Cover Data from 2011 and ecosystem service values determined by Costanza et al. This produces an estimate suggesting the parks provide $98 billion/year in ecosystem service value. If the natural infrastructure 'asset' that is our national park system had a budget comparable to a piece of commercial real estate of this value, the annual budget of the National Park Service would be roughly an order of magnitude larger at something closer to $30 billion rather than $3 billion.
Introduction
The national parks can be regarded as an asset of natural capital. Traditional capital assets are frequently valued in dollars; however, estimating the dollar value of natural capital (e.g., the National Parks) is fraught with complexity and uncertainty. We provide an economic estimate of the annual value of ecosystem services provided by this natural capital asset to present an argument for more substantial investment in the maintenance and preservation of our parks. This economic valuation of the ecosystem services provided annually by the national parks is based on a simple direct benefits transfer analysis using landcover data and values per biome associated with the respective landcovers [1] . This estimate includes both economic and non-economic values provided by the functioning ecosystems of the national parks. In addition, the value of ecosystem services are sometimes perceived by the public yet often not perceived (e.g., the value of nutrient cycling by soil biota is often not perceived or appreciated by the public [2] ). Ecosystem services provided by nature have many market failure properties including unclear property rights, public good nature, externalities, and common pool resources. Consequently, these estimates of value are not intended to enable commodification of ecosystem services or the natural capital assets that generate them.
Economic and Non-Economic Value of the United States' National Parks
More than 275 million people visit "America's best idea" every year [3] . From the swampy Everglades, reminiscent of the age of dinosaurs, to the purple mountains of Rocky Mountain National Park, the National Parks protect our natural wonders. The social impact of our National Parks is manifold; Americans and foreigners alike can immerse themselves in history at our battlefields and National Historic Sites, and leave their cities of origin to find themselves truly in the wild in parks and National Monuments.
The financially measurable economic impact of our parks is significant. Concessioners within the National Parks generate $1.3 billion in revenue every year, and pay $80 million in franchise fees to the federal government [4] . Communities near the National Parks also depend on park visitation to sustain nearly 300,000 local jobs; these visitors contribute $32 billion to the U.S. economy [4] . The influence of the National Parks reaches beyond their physical boundaries. National Park tours contribute to the international travel industry. Small towns that are "on the way" to the parks also benefit from the traffic that runs through them [4] .
There are many ways to attribute value to the National Park Service. Some traditional approaches are metrics like number of visitors, concessioner profits, and job growth; however, these approaches focus primarily on the transactional economic activities taking place in or near our National Parks and are used as a proxy measure of value [4] . Ecosystem services are the benefits we receive from functioning ecosystems [5] . Examples of ecosystem services include four broad categories:
(1) provisioning services (production of food, fiber, and timber), (2) regulating services (e.g., water filtration and climate regulation), (3) supporting services (e.g., nutrient cycling) and (4) cultural services (e.g., recreation, aesthetic inspiration, and cultural identity) [6] .
Human wellbeing results from the interaction of ecosystem services with human, social, natural, and built capital [7] . The ways that individuals, communities, and their built environments interact with natural capital is how we reap the benefits of ecosystem services [8] . Ecosystem services and natural capital suffer from many market failure properties including the following: they suffer from both positive and negative externalities, they have unclear property rights, many are open access regimes, and they are often public goods [9] . Estimates of the economic value of ecosystem services suggest their value is almost twice as large as the entire global market economy, which precludes any policy attempts to internalize the costs of any externalities associated with damaging ecosystem functions and or services [10] . Because of the many market failure qualities of ecosystem services we argue that structuring the ways our built and social environments interact with ecosystem services is not best optimized by free market principles and policies. Making shifts in the arrangements of social, human, built, and natural capital will likely prove to be quite difficult because preliminary studies in South Australia suggest that those trained in the dominant economic paradigm (people employed in finance, management, and business) have significantly lower levels of ecological literacy [11] .
Economic valuation of ecosystem services is often perceived as a way to commodify natural capital thus enabling the preservation of neo-classical economic policy for the 'management' of nature. The immense value of ecosystem services relative to the market economy, in addition to their aforementioned market failure properties, suggest that current environmental challenges result from a failure of governance [12] . Market failures are generally recognized to be an appropriate domain of government intervention. Sustainable and desirable stewardship of our environmental endowment (including our national parks) will likely require new institutions utilizing broader holistic policies, using longer time horizons, and associating significantly higher values to ecosystem services than are currently provided by market-based assessments [13] .
Valuation Is Not Commodification
We explore a simple economic valuation of the lands that exist in the National Parks of the United States using a benefits transfer methodology. There are many criticisms of the very idea of placing an economic value on nature that have undoubtedly contributed to the distracting debate on the difference (or lack thereof) between the idea of Ecosystem Services and 'Nature's Contribution to People' [14, 15] . One fundamental criticism from the 'you simply underestimated infinity' school of thought is that any finite estimate of the value of natural capital is an underestimate because the 'consumer surplus' of nature is infinite-or at least 'all that we could possibly pay'-because without natural capital there is no society, no built capital, no human capital, and no economy at all. While this is true, infinity is not a useful number to use when making decisions about the allocation of resources. Failure to appropriately value natural capital and ecosystem services has resulted in lost ecosystem services due to land degradation (~$6 trillion/year [9] ) and land cover change (~$20 trillion/year [7] ). These losses are massive relative to the size of the global market economy and suggest that 'business as usual' free market policies will continue to fail.
In a period of political, economic, and social uncertainty, the future of our National Parks hangs in the balance. Ecosystem service valuation provides a method of valuing our Natural Parks that can be useful in resource allocation decisions and enhance a more comprehensive appreciation of their value and the benefits we derive from them. The process of ecosystem service valuation should not be confused with the commodification of nature. Many ecosystem services are non-rival, meaning a large number of people can enjoy a hiking trail at a National Park without impairing others' enjoyment [16] . However, when Parks are supplied in such a manner as to be frequently congested, we cause many problems including: degradation of the parks themselves, impaired experiences of park visitors, and reduced public access to nature that is likely to be controlled by pricing mechanisms that are likely to increase the inequality of access to a public resource. Many ecosystem services are also non-excludable; using the National Parks as an example, the benefits of forests filtering air and sequestering carbon extend far beyond the boundaries of the park [14] . Clearly, it is recognized that National Parks are a public good that should be established and maintained by government; however, the failure to appreciate the total value of our parks is resulting in an underinvestment in parks and their supporting infrastructure.
The intent of ecosystem service valuation is not to put a "price tag" on these services or suggest they should be commodified. In fact, one purpose of ecosystem service analysis is to show how our wild places produce value that can be thought of 'in dollars' to those who are unable to frame nature conservation as "a moral issue" [17] . Critics who assume that ecosystem service values are expressed in monetary units for the sake of pricing them for commodification are mistaken; while the values could be expressed in terms of time, energy, or land, these units may not be easily understood by a large audience, particularly those in decision-making positions [7] . It is dangerously naïve to promote a moral path (e.g., 'nature is infinitely valuable') as the primary argument for protecting nature. Of course nature has intrinsic value; however, a collective mindset of this nature has not yet developed sufficiently to influence policymakers. In the meantime, "Appeals to people's wallets" may enhance the survival of our National Parks [18] .
The National Parks are often regarded as natural capital; however, most of the deferred maintenance making up a $12 billion backlog of work weighing down on the National Park Service relates to crumbling infrastructure [18] . This built infrastructure is a poignant example of how our enjoyment of the parks manifests from an interaction of people, infrastructure, and nature (e.g., Human, Social, Built, and Natural Capital). Typically, property management costs range from 30-50% of the gross rental revenue of a property. If the value of ecosystem services provided by the parks were regarded as a component of the true revenue structure of the National Park Service we could justify a much larger operating budget for the NPS. Currently, the National Park Service's budget is less than 5% of the annual ecosystem service value of the 46 National Parks involved in this study alone. The National Park service is allotted $2.8 billion a year to distribute between 417 sites [4] . After celebrating their Centennial in 2016, the National Park Service recommitted "to exemplary stewardship and public enjoyment" [18] . In order to accomplish this, the National Parks will require increased financial support. A benefits transfer analysis of Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks found their combined annual ecosystem service valuation to be $1.4 billion/year, meaning two parks return half of the value of what is spent on the entire system every year [19] . Ecosystem service valuation is a tool that may be used to justify increased financial resources for wild spaces, which provide many more benefits to society than meet most politicians' eyes.
Materials and Methods
Boundary information for the National Parks was taken from the National Park Service's GIS database (https://irma.nps.gov/DataStore/). The dataset includes all areas the National Park Service (NPS) is responsible for. We focused the scope of the project to only those components of the NPS that were actual National Parks (does not include national monuments, wild and scenic rivers, etc.). Additionally, National Parks outside of the 48 contiguous states were excluded. There were ultimately 46 National Parks included in this ecosystem service valuation.
The National Land Cover Database (NLCD 2011) contains the most recent land cover information at 30-meter spatial resolution for the United States. The dataset uses a 16-class land cover classification scheme derived from a combination of Landsat and supplementary imagery [20] . The biome types used for the final ecosystem service valuation were taken from Costanza et al.'s framework [7] . The ecosystem service values were estimates based on 17 types of ecosystem services using a benefits transfer method. This approach makes simplifying assumptions about spatial dependence, ecosystem function, and transferability of value [19] . Nonetheless, we argue that these estimates of ecosystem service values are likely underestimates and are plausible and defensible as they are based on thousands of existing peer-reviewed ecosystem service valuations that exist in the TEEB database [1] .
NLCD raster data were extracted to the National Park boundaries. Land cover types were reclassified to the biome type they most closely fit (Appendix B for the land cover reclassification scheme). The resulting table for the National Parks produced an area estimate for each biome type within each park. Benefits transfer assumes the value of a wetland in Florida is the same as the value of a wetland in Virginia. To calculate total value of the ecosystems of each park we simply multiplied the biome specific value (Appendix B) by the areal extent of that biome in the park and summed across biomes.
Results
The areal extent and annual ecosystem service value of each National Park is summarized (Tables 1  and A1 ). The resulting total estimate of the annual value of the ecosystem services of the National Parks is $98,694,393,676 per year. Everglades National Park has the greatest annual ecosystem service value at $50 billion per year. It has the greatest spatial extent of tidal marsh and mangrove biome types, as well as the greatest spatial extent of swamps and floodplains. It is the third-largest National Park by area. The National Park with the lowest annual ecosystem service value is Hot Springs National Park in Arkansas. It is also the smallest National Park by area at just 2200 hectares.
The 10 National Parks with the lowest ecosystem service valuations have a few traits in common. Firstly, they have very little water compared to parks with higher ecosystem service values. They also have very little marsh or swamp land cover. These three biome types provide higher value ecosystem services than others. The 10 parks with the lowest ecosystem service valuations are in arid parts of the country. The three National Parks with the highest annual ecosystem service values are the Everglades, Yellowstone, and Death Valley, respectively. They are also the three largest parks by area. Grasslands and forest are dominant biomes in terms of areal extent of the National Parks (Figure 1 ). Grass/Rangeland is the most prevalent biome type in the National Parks, while cropland was the least. The land cover classification scheme used in this analysis is given in Table A2 . "Desert," "Tundra," and "Ice/Rock" are the only three biome types with an ecosystem service value of $0. This is merely a reflection of lack of data in the TEEB database rather than a reflection of low value for those biomes. Clearly Desert, Tundra, and Ice/Rock perform valuable ecosystem services for which we, as of yet, lack a substantial number of peer-reviewed assessments. This is another reason we can regard our estimates as conservative if not low. Forest is the second most prevalent biome type, and has an ecosystem service value per hectare of $4446 per year. Water (Streams, Lakes, and Rivers) is the third most prevalent biome type, and has the third-highest annual ecosystem service value of the biomes considered in this study at $14,639 per year. The two most valuable biome types in terms of dollar value of ecosystem services provided do not have substantial spatial extents: Tidal Marsh/Mangroves and Swamp/Floodplains. Canyonlands Park provides an example of our benefits transfer approach. The NLCD land cover categories (Figure 1 ) are reclassified to the biomes of the TEEB database (Figure 2 ). Canyonlands National Park is the 15th-largest park by area out of the 46 parks analyzed. Canyonlands NP is in arid, southeastern Utah, near Arches National Park. The area is famous for its rusty red rocks and other-worldly rock formations. The Green and Colorado Rivers converge in the park. The dominating land cover type for Canyonlands National Park is "Shrub/Scrub," followed by "Desert" (Figure 1) . The most prevalent biome type is "Grass/Rangeland," followed by "Desert" (Figure 2 ). The rivers support some wetland biomes, which constitute around 45% of the park's total annual ecosystem service value. The ecosystem service value of Canyonlands National Park is $1,017,166,041 per year.
Everglades National Park, located on the southern tip of Florida, is also a World Heritage Site Canyonlands Park provides an example of our benefits transfer approach. The NLCD land cover categories (Figure 1 ) are reclassified to the biomes of the TEEB database (Figure 2 ). Canyonlands National Park is the 15th-largest park by area out of the 46 parks analyzed. Canyonlands NP is in arid, southeastern Utah, near Arches National Park. The area is famous for its rusty red rocks and other-worldly rock formations. The Green and Colorado Rivers converge in the park. The dominating land cover type for Canyonlands National Park is "Shrub/Scrub," followed by "Desert" (Figure 1 ). The most prevalent biome type is "Grass/Rangeland," followed by "Desert" (Figure 2 ). The rivers support some wetland biomes, which constitute around 45% of the park's total annual ecosystem service value. The ecosystem service value of Canyonlands National Park is $1,017,166,041 per year.
Everglades National Park, located on the southern tip of Florida, is also a World Heritage Site thanks to its unparalleled biodiversity. Figure 3 shows extensive "Water," "Woody Wetlands," and "Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands" land cover types. 99% of the biome types at the park are "Marsh," "Swamp," or "Water," shown in Figure 3 . The ecosystem service value of Everglades National Park, about $50 billion per year, constitutes more than half of the ecosystem service value of all the National Parks combined. The value of water ecosystem services account for 6% of the park's total annual ecosystem service valuation, while wetlands account for around 94% of the park's total valuation.
North Cascades National Park in Washington is mountainous and home to hundreds of glaciers. The footprint of the mountain range is visible in Figures 4 and 5 , which shows the land cover data of the park. The annual ecosystem service value of North Cascades National Park is $869,959,499 per year. It is the 12th-largest park by area in this study. North Cascades has one of the largest spatial extents of the "Forest" biome type out of all the National parks studied. The forest biome accounts for 50% of the park's total ecosystem service valuation and covers just under 50% of the park. Around 5% of the park is covered by "Perennial Ice/Snow." While marshes cover less than 1% of the park's land, they make up nearly 16% of the park's annual ecosystem service valuation. It is the 12th-largest park by area in this study. North Cascades has one of the largest spatial extents of the "Forest" biome type out of all the National parks studied. The forest biome accounts for 50% of the park's total ecosystem service valuation and covers just under 50% of the park. Around 5% of the park is covered by "Perennial Ice/Snow." While marshes cover less than 1% of the park's land, they make up nearly 16% of the park's annual ecosystem service valuation. There are many issues associated with the reduction of the NLCD classes to the biomes of the TEEB. The most abundant biome in the parks was "Grass/Rangeland." This is partially due to the classification of land cover types. Death Valley National Park has more pixels classified as "Grass/Rangeland" than any other park by a factor of 10, while most people know Death Valley is There are many issues associated with the reduction of the NLCD classes to the biomes of the TEEB. The most abundant biome in the parks was "Grass/Rangeland." This is partially due to the classification of land cover types. Death Valley National Park has more pixels classified as "Grass/Rangeland" than any other park by a factor of 10, while most people know Death Valley is America's most famous desert. The NLCD calls "Shrub/Scrub" a land cover type where vegetation is "less than 5 meters tall . . . stunted from environmental conditions" [20] . This land cover type was characterized as the "Grass/Rangeland" biome type because we see this type of vegetation in grasslands, in the alpine, and in deserts. Similarly, the "Barren" land cover type includes scarps, glacial debris, talus, and slides, as well as desert pavement and sand dunes, which are found in desert and alpine landscapes. The "Barren" land cover type was reclassified to "Desert." This oversimplification means "Desert" biomes were reported in alpine areas where a visual analysis might show a different biome type. This limitation did not ultimately affect the results of the valuation because "Desert" biomes are currently valued at zero dollars. These issues of classification are challenging and introduce a variety of uncertainties into analyses of this type.
Discussion
There are many potential criticisms of these valuations from a technical point of view. Ecosystem service values for the same biome vary spatially [9] . The ecosystem service values used here were intended for a global scale, and even regionally specific ecosystem service values would not be as accurate as ecosystem service values specific to each National Park [21] . The spatial resolution of the data means not all variation in land cover within the parks was captured [22] . These sources of error could result in higher or lower estimates of the National Parks' ecosystem service values. Other errors may have arisen from the reclassification of the biomes from the NLCD data [20, 23] .
For example, there was no distinction between forest types or marine vs. freshwater biomes. Thus, all types of "forest" were simplified to a single forest ecosystem service average, and all water land cover was assigned the "river/lake" ecosystem service value because there is more freshwater in the National Parks than saltwater [24] . Conversely, the land cover dataset returned different levels of intensity for urban land cover. The ecosystem service value dealing with urban land cover from Costanza et al. does not make this distinction, so all levels of urban development were assigned the same ecosystem service value. This study did not incorporate a recent urban ecosystem service valuation of New York City's Central Park, which is currently the highest estimate of per-hectare ecosystem service value ever published ($70 million per hectare per year) [25] . This astronomical estimate of urban ecosystem service value was not included in this study and would not have mattered much because there is very little urban area within the parks. This estimate of Central Park's ecosystem services is very high because the value results from the significant interaction of human, social, built, and natural capital that exists in Central Park. A study conducted by researchers at Colorado State and Harvard surveyed Americans as to what they would pay for the preservation of the parks. Their estimate of the total annual value of our National Parks was $62 billion/year. This estimate is likely also amplified by the significant interaction of human, social, built, and natural capital that takes place in the parks.
The take home point of this study is that a plausible and conservative estimate of the value of the ecosystem services provided by the lands within the United States National Parks is roughly $98 billion/year. This estimate is in line with the CSU-Harvard (NPS-TEV) study that estimated the annual value of the National parks at $62 billion/year [26] . The $62 billion figure was based primarily on analysis of surveys that asked Americans what they would be willing to pay on an annual basis in addition to their existing taxes to preserve the park system and its programs. In fact, the NPS_TEV study validates the idea that our estimate is conservative because we include many ecosystem services that are not well perceived by the public [2] .
Ongoing land degradation, climate change, ocean acidification, and land cover changes are reducing the quantity and quality of ecosystem services being provided globally [4, 5] . These losses are taking place because we do not value ecosystem services at a sufficient level to preserve them. Many individuals, NGOs, and nations are progressively more involved in studies, legislation, and increasingly urgent expressions of concern regarding damage to the world's environment that is ongoing and likely accelerating [27] [28] [29] .
A primary reason for this loss of natural capital is our collective inability to appropriately value our natural environment. Valuations of ecosystem services that eclipse the dollar size of market economies are regarded as not credible by some (particularly economists); however, there is growing consensus that our market-based economic systems have failed to serve as rational stewards of the environment [30] . We present these numbers as a reasonable starting place to discuss a new allocation of resources in which we preserve the ability of our environment to support our society, economy, and individual wellbeing. We regard plausible valuation of ecosystem services as a good starting point for environmental politics [31] and suggest that discussions of levels of funding for our national parks is fundamentally in the domain of environmental politics and the institutional changes suggested are compatible with ideas expressed in 'The Green New Deal'.
In addition, this study only included areas under the National Park Service's "National Park" classification. Of course, most, if not all, areas they manage provide ecosystem services, from historical battlefields to recreation areas to lakeshores. This study only included National Park areas within the contiguous 48 states. There are several National Parks in Alaska, American Samoa, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii that were not considered in this study, including the largest National Park in the system, Wrangell-St. Elias National Park, which is 5.37 million hectares [4] .
Even if the ecosystem service values were overestimated in this study, a lower estimated value would be considerably higher than the amount spent on the National Parks by the federal government. More importantly, only a small fraction of the areas maintained by the National Park Service were analyzed in this study. A study done of ecosystem service values of all the wild spaces managed by the Park Service would undoubtedly return an even higher value. Given that the annual budget of the National Park service is around $3 billion, and the value of the associated ecosystem services is more than 28 times that, we suggest they are grossly underfunded in terms of return on investment. If we regarded the National Parks as more than a revenue stream generated by visitors, and rather as natural capital generating a revenue stream of ecosystem services that have significant monetary value, it is likely that greater investments in the National Parks would be less controversial. If the National Parks were treated as built capital, and we used annual ecosystem services alone to account for gross revenue, we would provide at least $27 billion for an operating budget (30% of $98 billion) according to industry standard property management fees.
Critics like Douglas McCauley argue that market-based conservation strategies do not work. He argues "market-based mechanisms for conservation are not a panacea for our current conservation ills"; however, ecosystem services bridge the gap between pragmatic economics and optimistic environmentalism [17] . Assuming that the goal of ecosystem service valuation is to prove that "nature is only worth conserving when it is, or can be made profitable" is in fact the opposite of the purpose of this type of analysis [17] . Until our collective mindset develops to place value on unimpaired nature such that conservation and preservation are considered moral imperatives, ecosystems services are a tool that can be used to justify protecting our environment.
Conclusions
In this paper we present a valuation of the United States National Parks from an ecological economics perspective. We used a simple direct benefits transfer approach using biome values from the TEEB database and landcover measures from the USGS National Land Cover Dataset to estimate the value of the ecosystem services of the 46 National Parks in the contiguous United States to estimate the annual value of ecosystem services provided by the lands within the United States National Park System. Our estimate of $98 billion/year is a holistic aggregate estimate of the provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural services provided by the functioning ecosystems of the parks. This estimate is surprisingly consistent with an entirely independent and methodologically distinct estimate of $62 billion/year derived from surveys of the American public that asked how much additional taxes they would be willing to pay for the parks [4] . If the natural capital 'asset' of infrastructure that is our national park system had a budget comparable to a piece of commercial real estate of this value, the annual budget of the National Park Service would be roughly an order of magnitude larger at something closer to $30 billion rather than $3 billion. We do not make estimates of this nature to commodify our natural treasures. We make these estimates because our failure to consider the total value of ecosystem services provided by the National Parks enables our inability to quantify and appreciate the contributions our parks make to our environment, economy, and society. These kinds of oversights allow us to continue to underfund a valuable part of our natural capital and consequently damage our supporting environment, national heritage, monetary economy, and many of our diverse cultures. Ecological economics argues for several specific changes to the dominant economic paradigm including changing the degree to which we invest in the stewardship of our collectively held natural capital assets. Three guiding principles inform the broader level institutional and policy changes we argue are needed. First, we must live within planetary boundaries (e.g., there are limits to growth, earth is a finite planet, etc.). Second, we must equitably distribute wealth and income throughout space and time (e.g., meet a John Rawls 'veil of ignorance' test). Third, we must allocate resources efficiently (e.g., traditional economics associated with maximizing utility through resource allocation). Living within planetary boundaries is primarily an assessment of scientists who have expertise that is relatively objective. In this area Richard Feynman's quote seems appropriate: "Reality must take precedence over public relations, for nature cannot be fooled" [32, 33] . The current scientific consensus suggests we are failing to meet the standard of the first principle. Equitable distribution is a messier question involving public relations and social negotiations. A growing literature on the negative consequences of inequality [34, 35] and social movements (e.g., Occupy Wall Street, The Women's March, Black Lives Matter) suggests we are also failing to meet the standard of the second principle. The third principle of optimal allocation is working in a limited way through the dominant economic paradigm; however, it also fails because it is not subservient to the first two principles and results in inadequate resource valuation, misallocation, short-termism, and unacceptable levels of inequality and poverty [5, 31] . Recognizing the ecosystem service value of our national parks and increasing the budget of the NPS to support and maintain the parks and monuments is a small step we could make towards living within the guiding principles of ecological economics. This would also be a significant step towards many of the visions of a 'green new deal'. Our National parks are a significant element of the fundamental supporting environment that our society, economy and our very lives depend on. Increased funding of our National Parks will not only create jobs that sustain and preserve these significant values but will also help us chart a path to a more sustainable and desirable future. 
